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THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION MUST INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE 
INTERVIEW. (See MPEP Section 713.04). If a reply to the last Office action has already been filed, APPLICANT IS 
GIVEN ONE MONTH FROM THIS INTERVIEW DATE, OR THE MAILING DATE OF THIS INTERVIEW SUMMARY 
FORM, WICHEVER IS LATER, TO FILE A STATEMENT OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. See 
Summary of Record of Interview requirements on reverse side or on attached sheet. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: It was proposed to emphasize the use of "added" gas to the reaction 
materials to distinguish the reaction product from the Kennedy reference, which indicates reacting components in a 
space between metal layers. The applicant argued that a material with void spaces of the reference differs from the 
material of the present invention with "added gas" because the void spaces of the reference form from shrinkage of the 
material. The examiner agreed that the emphasis on added gas would overcome the rejection over Kennedy . 
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